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PER CURI AM

Opheil a Azriel De’ Lonta appeal s the denial of her notions for
appoi ntment of counsel and prelimnary injunctive relief. 1|In ap-
peal No. 00-6679, De’Lonta chall enges the nmagi strate judge’'s order
denyi ng her notion for appoi ntnent of counsel. W dism ss for |ack
of jurisdiction because the order is not appealable. This court
may exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, see 28 U S.C. §
1291 (1994), and certain interlocutory and collateral orders, see

28 U.S.C.A 8§ 1292 (1994); Fed. R Gv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Benefi-

cial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). The order here ap-

pealed is neither a final order nor an appeal able interlocutory or

collateral order. See MIller v. Simons, 814 F.2d 962, 964 (4th

Cr. 1987).

In appeal No. 00-6680, De’ Lonta challenges the district
court’s order denyi ng her anmended notion for prelimnary injunctive
relief. We find that the court did not abuse its discretion. See

Direx Israel, Ltd. v. Breakthrough Medical Corp., 952 F.2d 802,

814-15 (4th Gr. 1991). Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoni ng of

the district court. See De’Lonta v. Angelone, No. CA-99-642-7

(WD. Va. May 9, 2000). We dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional
pr ocess.
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